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DETAILED ACTION 

1. Claims 1-5, 7, 8, 11-16 are subject to examination. Claims 6, 9, 10 are cancelled. 

Response to Arguments 

2. Applicant's arguments filed 1/4/2006, pages 6-9, have been fully considered but 
they are not persuasive. Therefore, rejection of claims 1-5, 7, 8, 1 1-16 is maintained. 

Applicant argues (1), "the cited reference fails to disclose a method for comparing 
an unknown string to a predefined string". 

The examiner respectfully disagrees in response to applicant's arguments. 
Contrary to applicant's assertions, the limitations a method for comparing an unknown 
string to a predefined string (e.g., col, 21, lines 21 - 27, col., 3, lines 35 - 48) are clearly 
taught by the reference Branstad et al, 6,842,860, Networks Associates Technology 
(Hereinafter Branstad). Also, the specification, page 16, lines 12-21 clearly states, "While 
the present invention has been particularly shown and described with reference to the 
foregoing preferred embodiments, those skilled in the art will understand that many 
vatiations may be made therein without departing from the spirit and scope of the 
invention as defined in the following claims. The description of the invention should be 
understood to indude all novel and nonobvious combinations of elements described 
herein, and claims may be presented in this or a later application to any novel and 
nonobvious combination of these elements". Since, applicant's claims contain broadly 
claimed subject matter, it clearly reads upon the examiner's interpretation of the claimed 
subject matter. Therefore, the rejection is maintained. 
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Applicant argues (2), "None of the references disclose amended claimed 
limitations of the claims, i.e., performing a bitwise exclusive OR operation between two 
strings", "applying a predetermined flag to a result of the exclusive OR operation to 
produce an indicator", "a bitwise AND operation between a result of the bitwise 
operation and a predetermined flag to produce a single bit output that indicates whether a 
case-insensitive match exists between the predefined string and the unknown string". 

The examiner respectfully disagrees in response to applicant's arguments. The 
limitations of the claims to perform the XOR operation are rejected by combined 
teachings of Branstad and HTTP 1.1, Fielding et al., June 28 2001, pages 1-6, Chapter 3 
Protocol Parameters", pages 1-10, Chapter 4 HTTP Message, pages 1-4, Chapter 14 
Header Field Definitions, pages 1-37 (Hereinafter Fielding). In response to applicant's 
arguments against the references individually, one cannot show nonobviousness by 
attacking references individually where the rejections are based on combinations of 
references. See In re Keller, 642 F.2d 413, 208 USPQ 871 (CCPA 1981); In re Merck & 
Co., 800 F.2d 1091, 231 USPQ 375 (Fed. Cir. 1986). Branstad discloses a computer- 
implemented method for comparing (e.g., col., 21, lines 21 - 27, col., 3, lines 35 - 48) the 
strings (e.g., message content with or without errors, figure 12, col., 3, lines 9 - 39). 

Further, limitations, "exclusive OR operation between two strings", "applying a 
predetermined flag to a result of the exclusive OR operation to produce an indicator", "a 
bitwise AND operation between a result of the bitwise operation and a predetermined 
flag to produce a single bit output that indicates whether a case-insensitive match exists 
between the predefined string and the unknown string", has been newly added, which is 
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addressed by the new ground(s) of rejection (please refer to the below rejections of this 
office action). Therefore, the rejection is maintained. 

• Applicant argues (3), "the cited reference Branstad fails to disclose applying XOR 
operation to two strings", and states, "Branstad describes application of an XOR 
operation when computing an authentication tag from an outbound message. Branstad 
describes the use of an XOR operation when generating an authentication tag from a 
single message, i.e. an outbound message for a network packet". 

The examiner respectfully disagrees in response to applicants arguments. The 
Branstad reference not only discloses, "application of an XOR operation when computing 
an authentication tag from an outbound message. Branstad describes the use of an XOR 
operation when generating an authentication tag from a single message, i.e. an outbound 
message for a network packet", e.g., col., 22, lines 2-21, but also discloses applying XOR 
operation to two strings (e.g., col, 22, lines 2 - 21, col., 21, lines 21 - 27, col., 3, lines 35 
- 48). Branstad also discloses a computer-implemented method for comparing (e.g., col., 
21, lines 21 - 27, col., 3, lines 35 - 48) two strings (e.g., message content with or without 
errors, figure 12, col., 21, lines 21-27, col., 3, lines 9 - 39). Also, the specification, page 
16, lines 12-21 clearly states, "While the present invention has been particularly shown 
and described with reference to the foregoing preferred embodiments, those skilled in the 
art will understand that many vatiations may be made therein without departing from the 
spirit and scope of the invention as defined in the following claims. The description of the 
invention should be understood to indude all novel and nonobvious combinations of 
elements described herein, and claims may be presented in this or a later application to 
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any novel and nonobvious combination of these elements". Since, applicant's claims 
contain broadly claimed subject matter, it clearly reads upon the examiner's interpretation 
of the claimed subject matter. Therefore, the rejection is maintained. 

Specification 

3. The title of the invention is not descriptive. A new title is required that is clearly 
indicative of the invention to which the claims are directed. 

The present title is not sufficient for proper classification of the claimed subject 

matter. 

The following title is suggested: "Performing case-insensitive matching on header 
over networks to reduce latency". (Note: this rejection was originally presented in office 
action dated, 10/04/2005, which applicant did not respond in response dated 1/4/2006). 

4. The specification is objected to because it contains hyperlinks (lines 8-9, page 8). 
Appropriate action is required. (Note: this rejection was originally presented in office 
action dated; 10/04/2005, which applicant did not respond in response dated 1/4/2006). • 

Response to Amendment 

5. The amendment filed 1/4/2006 is objected to under 35 U.S.C. 132 because it 
introduces new matter into the disclosure. 35 U.S.C. 132 states that no amendment shall 
introduce new matter into the disclosure of the invention. The added material which is 
not supported by the original disclosure is as follows: 
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a. addition of limitations, "between the predefined string and the unknown 
string by applying a predefined flag to a result of the exclusive OR operation to 
produce an indicator", in claim 1, 

b. addition of limitations, "by performing a bitwise AND operation between 
a result of the bitwise operation and a predetermined flag to produce a single 
output that indicates whether a case-insensitive match exists between the 
predefined string and the unknown string", in claim 24, 

c. addition of limitations, "by performing a bitwise AND operation between 
a result of the exclusive OR operation and a predetermined flag", in claim 25, 

d. addition of limitations, "between the predefined string and the unknown 
string by applying a predefined flag to a result of the exclusive OR operation to 
produce an indicator", in claim 26. 

Applicant is required to cancel the new matter, to avoid abandonment of this 
application, in the reply to this Office Action. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 
The following is a quotation of the first paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall contain a written description of the invention, and of the manner and process of 
making and using it, in such full, clear, concise, and exact terms as to enable any person skilled in the 
art to which it pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and use the same and shall 
set forth the best mode contemplated by the inventor of carrying out his invention. 

6. Claims 1, 24-26, are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, first paragraph, as failing to 
comply with the written description requirement. The claim(s) contains subject matter, 
which was not described in the specification in such a way as to reasonably convey to one 
skilled in the relevant art to use and/or make the invention. 
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The specification does not contain subject matter to implement limitations, 
"between the predefined string and the unknown string by applying a predefined flag to a 
result of the exclusive OR operation to produce an indicator' 5 , as cited in claims 1 and 26. 
Note: Claim 1, line 6, clearly claims that at least a segment of the unknown string is used 
for XOR operation (and not necessarily the whole unknown string), whose result is not 
enough for identifying a case-insensitive string match between the predefined string and 
the unknown string (whole string). Further it is, " a value of a predefined flag" that is 
used for the operation, and " a value of an indicator" is produced by the operation, as the 
value indicates the case-insensitive string match. 

The specification does not contain subject matter to implement limitations, "by 
performing a bitwise AND operation between a result of the bitwise operation and a 
predetermined flag to produce a single output that indicates whether a case-insensitive 
match exists between the predefined string and the unknown string", as cited in claims 
24. Note: It is, " a value of a predefined flag" that is used for the operation, and not the 
flag itself. 

The specification does not contain subject matter to implement limitations, "by 
performing a bitwise AND operation between a result of the exclusive OR operation and 
a predetermined flag", as cited in claims 25. Note: It is, " a value of a predefined flag" 
that is used for the operation, and not the flag itself. 

Examiner has reviewed the specification (and also OCR whole document) and 
could not find support for the additional limitations as claimed. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 
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7. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

8. Claims 1-3, 5, 8, 14-17, 19-20, 22, 23 and 26 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) 
as being unpatentable over Branstad in view of Fielding and Smith et al., 6,377,991 
(Hereinafter Smith). 

9. As per claim 1, Branstad discloses a computer-implemented method for 
comparing (e.g., col., 21, lines 21 - 27, col, 3, lines 35 - 48) an unknown string (e.g., 
message content with or without errors, figure 12, col, 3, lines 9 - 39) to a predefined 
string (e.g., col, 3, lines 26 - 38), the method comprising: 

identifying a predefined string (e.g., col., 3, lines 26 - 38); 

identifying an unknown string for comparison with the predefined string (e.g., 
col, 3, lines 35 -48); 

performing a bitwise exclusive OR operation (e.g., col, 22, lines 2-21, col, 21, 
lines 21-27, col., 3, lines 35 - 48) on at least a segment of the unknown string (e.g., col., 
19, lines 19-34) and at least a segment of the predefined string (e.g., col, 20, lines 1 8 - 
27); and 

identifying string match based on the exclusive OR operation (e.g., col., 22, lines 

2-21). 

Bradstad also discloses exclusive OR operation between the two strings (e.g., 
block 1756, block 1760, figure 17B) and a result of the exclusive OR operation (e.g., col., 
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22, lines 2-21, figure 17B, note: it is also inherent that an exclusive OR operation 
produces a result). 

However, Branstad does not specifically mention about usage of strings having an 
ASCII binary representation and string being a case-insensitive string. 

Fielding discloses well-known usage of strings having an ASCII (e.g., section 3.4, 
page 4) binary representation (e.g., section 14.15, page 16) and string being a case- 
insensitive string (e.g., section 3.4, page 4). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to combine the teachings of Branstad with the teachings of Fielding 
in order to facilitate usage of strings having an ASCII binary representation and string 
being a case-insensitive string because the ASCII binary representation would help 
support communicating information among two entities using the ASCII character set. 
The case-insensitive implementation would support usage of characters regardless of 
their uppercase or lowercase. 

Branstad and Fielding do not specifically mention about applying a predefined 

/ 

flag to the result and to produce an indicator. 

However, Smith discloses the well-known concept applying a predefined flag to 
the result and to produce an indicator (e.g., col., 15, lines 17-62, figures 3, 5-7). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to combine the teachings of Branstad and Fielding with the teachings 
of Smith in order to facilitate usage of applying a predefined flag to the result and to 
produce an indicator because the predefined flag would support deciding what the result 
value is from the possible result values of the result. The indicator would enhance 
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supporting the communicating information, as it would provide information on whether 
the string match has occurred or not. 

10. As per claim 2, Branstad, Fielding and Smith disclose the claimed limitations as 
rejected above. Branstad also discloses the following: 

identifying a segment of the predefined string (e.g., col., 20, lines 18 - 27) and 
identifying a segment of the unknown string (e.g., col., 19, lines 19 - 34) for comparison 
(e.g., col., 3, lines 35 - 48) with the predefined string (e.g., col., 20, lines 18 - 27). 

11. As per claims 3, 20, Branstad, Fielding and Smith disclose the claimed limitations 
as rejected above. Branstad also discloses the following: 

the segment of the predefined string and the segment of the unknown string 
contain a same number of characters, the lengths of each of the strings are equal (e.g., 
col., 3, lines 35 -48). 

12. As per claim 5, Branstad, Fielding and Smith disclose the claimed limitations as 
rejected above. Fielding also discloses usage of a case-insensitive (e.g., section 3.4, page 
4) segment match (e.g., section 14.16, page 17). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to combine the teachings of Branstad, Fielding and Smith in order to 
facilitate usage of a case-insensitive segment match because the segment and would help 
support communicating information among two entities using the ASCII character set. 
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The case-insensitive implementation would support usage of characters regardless of 
their uppercase or lowercase. 

13. As per claim 8, Branstad, Fielding and Smith disclose the claimed limitations as 
rejected above. Branstad also discloses usage identifying a subsequent segment of the 
predefined string (e.g., col., 20, lines 1 8 - 27) and a subsequent segment of the unknown 
string (e.g., col., 19, lines 19 - 34) for comparison (e.g., col., 3, lines 35 - 48). 

14. As per claims 14-17, 19, Branstad, Fielding and Smith disclose the claimed 
limitations as rejected above. Fielding also discloses the segments each include one 
character (e.g., section 14.2, page 2) / four characters (e.g., section 14.19, page 19, 
section 14.23, page 21), the unknown string including an HTTP header field (e.g., 
section, 14.1, page 1), the predefined string is from a table of predetermined HTTP 
header fields (e.g., section 14, page 1, section 14.1, page 1, section 14.2, page 2), 
identifying the length of strings (e.g., section 14.13, page 15). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to combine the teachings of Branstad, Fielding and Smith in order to 
facilitate each of the segments each include one character / four characters, the unknown 
string including an HTTP header field, the predefined string is from a table of 
predetermined HTTP header fields and identifying the length of strings because the 
character / four characters, HTTP header field, predetermined HTTP header field and the 
length of strings would enhance communicating information among two entities using the 
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ASCII character set. The case-insensitive implementation would support usage of 
characters regardless of their uppercase or lowercase. 

15. As per claims 22 and 23, Branstad, Fielding and Smith disclose the claimed 
limitations as rejected above. Fielding also discloses determining if characters of the 
strings are within a predefined ASCII range (e.g., section 14.24, page 22, section 14.27, 
page 25), characters not within the predefined ASCII range causes to yield a negative 
string match (e.g., section 14.26, page 24). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to combine the teachings of Branstad, Fielding and Smith in order to 
facilitate determining if characters of the strings are within a predefined ASCII range and 
characters not within the predefined ASCII range causes to yield a negative string match 
because usage of the determination of characters within a predefined ASCII range and the 
negative string would enhance communicating information among two entities using the 
ASCII character set. The case-insensitive implementation would support usage of 
characters regardless of their uppercase or lowercase. 

16. As per claim 26, Branstad, Fielding and Smith disclose the claimed limitations as 
rejected above. Branstad also discloses the following:. 

an article of manufacture comprising a storage medium having a plurality of 
machine-readable instructions executed by a computing system (e.g., col., 1, lines 36 - 
54, col., 3, lines 21 -34). 
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17. Claims 24 and 25 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Branstad, Fielding and Smith in view of James et al. 5 6,523,108 (Hereinafter James). 

18. As per claim 24, Branstad, Fielding and Smith disclose the claimed limitations as 
rejected above. Branstad also discloses the following: 

use in a computer network (e.g., col., 1, lines 36 - 54, col., 3, lines 21 - 34) and 

the corresponding characters (e.g., col., 10, lines 9 - 34). 

However, Branstad, Fielding and Smith do not specifically mention about 
performing AND operation. 

James discloses the well-known concept of performing the bitwise AND 
operation. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to combine the teachings of Branstad, Fielding and Smith with the 
teachings of James in order to facilitate usage of performing the bitwise AND operation 
because the bitwise AND operation would enhance deciding whether both the bits are 
having a value of "1" or not. The outcome of the bitwise AND operation i.e., "1" or "0" 
or would enhance informing for the string that would help support communicating 
information between two entities. N 

19. As per claim 25, Branstad, Fielding, Smith and James disclose the claimed 
limitations as rejected above, Branstad also discloses the following: 

a computer networking device for improving data transfer via a computer network 
(e.g., col., 1, lines 36 - 54, col., 3, lines 21 - 34). 
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20. Claims 4, 7, 1 1-13 and 18 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Branstad, Fielding and Smith in view of "Official Notice". 

21 . As per claim 4, Branstad, Fielding and Smith disclose the claimed limitations as 
rejected above. Branstad also discloses left-shifting the content of the segments if the 
segments contain less than predetermined number of string contents (e.g., col., 22, lines 3 
-39). 

However, Branstad, Fielding and Smith do not specifically mention about shifting 
when less than four characters exist. 

"Official Notice" is taken that both the concept and advantages of providing usage * 
of shifting when less than four characters exist is well known and expected in the art. For 
example, Thinkage GCOS8 SS C Reference Manual, pages 1-71, 1996, discloses usage 
of these limitations, e.g., section, 2.7, page 6, section, 4.7, page 34, section, 4.12, page 
36. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to include the well-known concept of shifting when less than four 
characters with the teachings of Branstad, Fielding and Smith in order to facilitate 
shifting when less than four characters exist because the shifting would enhance 
supporting decoding information. The compared information would be used for utilizing 
the string information. 

22. As per claims 7 and 13, Branstad, Fielding and Smith disclose the claimed 
limitations as rejected above. However, Branstad, Fielding and Smith do not specifically 
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mention about predetermined value 0x20202020. For example, Abgrall et al., 
2003/0037237, discloses the concept of using predetermined value 0x20202020 (0x20 for 
each byte), e.g., paragraphs 323 and 324. 

"Official Notice" is taken that both the concept and advantages of providing 
predetermined value 0x20202020 is well known and expected in the art. It would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to 
include the well-known concept of providing predetermined value 0x20202020 with the 
teachings of Branstad, Fielding and Smith in order to facilitate using value 0x20202020 
(as the predetermined value 0x20202020 represents four blank characters) would enhance 
supporting decoding information. The compared information would be used for utilizing 
the string information. 

23. As per claim 12, Branstad, Fielding and Smith disclose the claimed limitations as 
rejected above. However, Branstad, Fielding and Smith do not specifically mention 
about predetermined value 0x20. 

"Official Notice" is taken that both the concept and advantages of providing 
predetermined value 0x20 is well known and expected in the art. For example, Abgrall et 
al., 2003/0037237, discloses the concept of using predetermined value 0x20, e.g., 
paragraphs 323 and 324. ' 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to include the well-known concept of providing predetermined value 
0x20 with the teachings of Branstad, Fielding and Smith in order to facilitate using value 
0x20 (as the predetermined value 0x20 represents blank character) would enhance 
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supporting decoding information. The compared information would be used for utilizing 
the string information. 

24. . As per claims 10, 18, Branstad, Fielding and Smith disclose the claimed 
limitations as rejected above. However, Branstad, Fielding and Smith do not specifically 
mention about the result is operated on in another bitwise operation. 

"Official Notice" is taken that both the concept and advantages of providing the 
result is operated on in another bitwise operation is well known and expected in the art. 
For example, Kontio et al., 2005/0004875, January 6, 2005, discloses these limitations, 
e.g., paragraphs 54 and 55. 

It would have beien obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to include the well-known concept of providing the result is operated 
on in another bitwise operation with the teachings of Branstad, Fielding and Smith in 
order to facilitate further operating on the result because the another bitwise operation 
would enhance supporting decoding information. The compared information would be 
used for utilizing the string information. 

25. As per claim 11, Branstad, Fielding and Smith disclose the claimed limitations as 
rejected above. However, Branstad, Fielding and Smith do not specifically mention about 
predetermined value 0. 

"Official Notice" is taken that both the concept and advantages of providing 
predetermined value 0 is well known and expected in the art. For example, Abgrall et al., 
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2003/0037237, discloses the concept of using predetermined value 0, e.g., paragraphs 323 
and 324. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to include the well-known concept of providing predetermined value 
0 with the teachings of Branstad, Fielding and Smith in order to facilitate shifting using 
value 0 (as the predetermined value 0 represents null value) would enhance supporting 
decoding information. The compared information would be used for utilizing the string 
information. 

26. Claim 21 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Branstad, 
Fielding and Smith in view of Slater et al, 6,654,796, Cisco (Hereinafter Slater) 

27. As per claim 21, Branstad, Fielding and Smith disclose the claimed limitations 
as rejected above. However, Branstad, Fielding and Smith do not specifically mention 
about WAN. 

Slater discloses the network being WAN (e.g., col., 1, lines 55 - 67, col.,9, lines 
42-65). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to combine the teachings of Branstad, Fielding and Smith with the 
teachings of Slater in order to facilitate the network being WAN because the WAN would 
support communicating string information from one entity to another entity. The entity 
over the WAN would support exclusive OR operation. 
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Conclusion 

28. The prior art made of record (forms PTO-892 and applicant provided IDS cited 
arts) and not relied upon is considered pertinent to applicant's disclosure. For example, 
Narin, 2002/0091755 discloses usage of number of predefined headers along with 
supplemental headers. Brown, 5,740,361, discloses string bits / header authentication 
using HTTP protocol and headers like Accept-Encoding, WWW- Authenticate by 
XORing several times and using, for example, one-character string "/" for 
"http://www.foo.com" string over the Internet. Mitzenmacher et al., 5,953,503, discloses 
HTTP headers with ASCII characters with preset dictionaries. 

THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of 
time policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the 
advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than 
SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 

Examiner has cited particular columns and line numbers and/or paragraphs and/or 
sections and/or page numbers in the reference(s) as applied to the claims above for the 
convenience of the applicant. Although the specified citations are representative of the 
teachings of the art and are applied to the specific limitations within the individual claim, 
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other passages and figures may apply as well. It is respectfully requested from the 
applicant in preparing responses, to fully consider the references in entirety, as potentially 
teaching, all or part of the claimed invention, as well as the context of the passage, as 
taught by the prior art or disclosed by the Examiner. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Haresh Patel whose telephone number is (571) 272-3973. 
The examiner can normally be reached on Monday, Tuesday, Thursday and Friday from 
10:00 am to 8:00 pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, John Follansbee can be reached on (571) 272-3964. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is (571) 273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status 
information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. For 
more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you 
have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic Business 
Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 




